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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL. 



Department of Justice, 
Office of the Attorney General, 
Washington^ D. C, February 26, 1916. 

The Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith a supplement to my 
annual report^to fjongress for tlie fiscal year 1914, embodying the 
first report of the committee appointed to study the need for legisla- 
tion aflfecting children in the District of Columbia, including drafts 
of new juvenile court laws. 

- Very respectfully, 

T. W. Gregory, 

Attorney General. 
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SUPPLEMENT TO 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL* 



Department of Justice, 
WashingtoUj D. C, February 13, 1916. 
To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled: 

In my annual report to you for the year 1914 I made the 
foliowmg statement: 

'' Impressed with the importance of considering the question 
of the amendment, revision, and codification of the laws in 
force in the District of Columbia pertaining to children and 
to the jurisdiction, practice, and procedure of the juvenile 
court of the District, my predecessor, on March 6, 1914, ap- 
pointed a conmiittee composed of Bernard Flexner, of 
Chicago, chairman; Miss Julia C. Lathrop, chief of the Chil- 
dren's Bureau, Department of Labor; Rev. William J. Kerby, 
professor of sociology. Catholic University of America, Wash- 
ington, D. C; Walter C. Clephane, Washington, D. C; and 
William H. Baldwin, Washington, D. C, to study the present 
laws and needs of the District in this particular and to advise 
the Attorney General, accompanying its report with a draft 
of a code adequate to give the District satisfactory laws upon 
these subjects, and which might be used as a general model. 
This committee, acting without compensation, has held fre- 
quent meetings, and I am advised that its report will be ready 
at an early date. 

" I am of the opinion that the present juvenile laws of the 

District of Columbia are antiquated. Copies of the report of 

the committee atid 6f the. proposed revision of the juvenile 

code will be transmitted to Congress .with the hope that they 

may have your very earnest consideration.'' 
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I now have and am transmitting herewith the report of the 
committee referred to, including drafts of two bills intended 
to carry out its recommendations. I have carefully gone 
over this report, and it meets with my entire approval. I 
earnestly urge its consideration at as early a date as circum- 
stances permit. 

Please treat this as a supplement to my last annual report. 

T* W. Gregory, 

Attorney General. 



report to the attorney general op a committee appointed 
to study the need eor legislation affecting children in 
the district of columbu. 

January 15, 1915. 
Sir: Under date of March 6, 1914, the following letter 
was addressed to each member of this committee: 

Intending soon to take under consideration the 
question of the amendment, revision, and codifi- 
cation of the laws in force in the District of Columbia 
pertaining to children and to the jurisdiction, prac- 
tice, and procedure of the juvenile court of the Dis- 
trict, I have the honor to request you to serve on 
a committee composed of Bernard Flexner, chairman; 
Miss Julia C. Lathrop, Rev. Dr. William J. Kerby, 
Walter C. Clephane, Esq., and William H. Baldwin, 
Esq., to study the present laws and the needs of 
the District in this particular, and to advise me 
in the premises, accompanying your report, if you 
will, with a draft of such a code as the conmaittee 
believes would give the District satisfactory laws 
upon these subjects. 

Hoping that you may be willing to serve in thii 
capacity and without compensation, I am. 
Respectfully, yours, 

J. C. McReynolds, 

Attorney General. 



The committee therein named was in the midst of it^ 
labors at the time you assumed office, and, at your request, 
has continued the work it had in hand. It respectfully 
submits herewith its report: 

1. In the letter of appointment, it will be observed, the 
committee was asked to study: 

(a) The laws in force in the District of Columbia pertain- 
• ing to children; 

(6) The jurisdiction, practice, and procedure of the juve- 
nile court of the District of Columbia; and 

(c) To make such recommendations in these matters as, 
in the opinion of the conrntiittee, would give the District of 
Columbia satisfactory laws upon the subject. 

2. In pursuance of the work thus put before it, the com- 
mittee made a compilation of all the existing laws relating 
to children in the District, so that it might be informed as 
to the development and operation of these laws, and as to 
how far any revision was needed. 

It also secured a list of all children's institutions or agen- 
cies in the District, and, by means of a brief but compre- 
hensive questionnaire calling for annual reports and for the 
facts as to the organization and connection, if any, of each 
of these with the Government, collected the data needed 
for taking a comprehensive view of the whole field, and of 
the relations of each of these institutions and agencies to 
the others and to the Government. 

While this survey revealed certain obvious problems and 
needs, as, for example, that the District has no provision 
for feeble-minded and epileptic persons, and tha^t institu- 
tional care for delinquent white girls and for the slighter 
offenses of delinquent boys is lacking, the most apparent 
and urgent need was a revision of the present juvenile court 
law, to which reference had been specially made in the letter 



of appointment. The reasons for this will appear in the 
disctB3sion of this particular subject later. 

It soon became apparent that a plan for providing ade- 
quately for all case of neglected and defective children in the 
District would require not only careful study of the local 
situation, but also of the latest and best methods in use in 
other communities. In the meantime the juvenile court is 
treating the cases of neglected and defective children and, ' 
owing to the defects in the law, is working injustice upon 
them. The committee, therefore, felt it a duty to submit a 
report on this phase of the problem in order to avoid the 
delay which further study of the whole question would 
necessitate. It regards a prompt revision of the juvenile 
court law as imperative. 

3, Accompanying this report, and part hereof, ate the 
drafts of two bills: 

(a) A bill amending the present juvenile court law and 
in fact creating a new juvenile coiu*t. 

(&) A bill intended to remove certain disabiUties affecting 
children by reason of judgments of conviction of crime ^ 
of record against them in the juvenile court of the District. 

The committee presents these measures in the hope that 
they will be introduced in the Congress and passed as drawn. 
A discussion of their merits involves primarily a considera- 
tion of the existing law and the results obtained under it. 

THE EXISTING JUVENILE COURT. 

The juvenile court of the District of Columbia was estab- 
lished by an act of Congress approved March 19, 1906. (34 
Stat. L., p. 73.) 

The court as established was and is essentially a police 
court for children; it has original and exclusive jurisdiction 
of all crimes and offenses of persons under 17 years of age 
hereafter committed against the United States not capital 






or otherwise infamous and not punishable by imprisonment 
in the penitentiary * * * ^md also of all offenses of 
persons under 17 years of age hereafter committed against 
the laws, ordinances, and regulations of the District of 
Columbia, and has power to examine and conamit or hold 
to bail all persons under 17 years of age either for trial or 
further examination in all cases, whether cognizable therein 
or in the Supreme Com't of the District of Columbia. (34 
Stat. L., p. 73, sec. 8.) 
Under the foregoing act : 

(a) The court (using criminal terminology) has jurisdiction 
of ** petty Dffenses^' and '* misdemeanors'' only and must hold 
children for what are generally termed ^^ greater offenses'' for 
the action of the grand jury. 

( b) Children before the court must be charged with ^ ^ crime " 
and when found ''guilty" a conviction must be entered, thus 
making a permanent crimmal record against them. Between 
the fiscal years June 30, 1907, and June 30, 1913, both inclu- 
sive, 16,557 children passed through the court. Of this total, 
upward of 4,000 children »were found guilty of crime, had 
judgments of conviction of crime entered against them, and 
by reason of such a judgment are disqualified from jury duty, 
from holding office, or entering the public service. 

(c) The court, as now organized, has no power of direct 
conunitment of children who need such care, except to train- 
ing schools. 

(d) The contributory delinquency sections of the law (sec. 
24) are so defectively drawn as to prevent proceedings in 
cases in which adults are really responsible for the child's 
imdoing. During the past 18 months (the period of the 
present judge) not a single case of this kind has been prose- 
cuted in the court. 

The foregoing legislation is strikingly out of harmony with 
the modem movement touching juvenile court legislation. 
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So far as the law is concerned every detail of the criminal 
law is. worked out against the child. Like the adult, he is 
a lawbreaker; he is an ojffender against the public peace; 
the particular offense, be it ever so trifling, is of no moment ; 
he may be charged with breaking a window in his play — 
"an offense against property '^ — or taking a newspaper — 
"larceny/' There is, according to the conception under- 
lying the present law, but one way of reaching him, and 
that is through a conviction for the commission of a crime. 
No distinction is made here between the ojffending child and 
the adult criminal. They have both violated the law, and 
they must both be punished. The sole question, so far as 
the child is concerned is, "Did he commit the act with 
which he is charged ?'' "Is he guilty of larceny or burglary 
or robbery ?'' as the case may be. And following the rigid 
rules of evidence, if the crime of larceny, burglary, or rob- 
bery is not made out technically, the child is dismissed • 
Back of the appearance of the child in court there may be 
an adult who is the person responsible for the appearance 
of the child in court — the person against whom the judgment 
of the court should be lodged — ^yet the law is so defective in 
this particular that not a single casfe against an adult has 
been tried in 18 months. There may be, furthermore, as an 
intimate part of the proceedings involving the child and 
largely responsible therefor, conditions that cry out for cor- 
rection. This, the main point of interest in the newer 
legislation with which the existing law is out of tune, is a 
secondary consideration. The inquiry under the law must 
be directed to the consideration of the evidence bearing 
upon the commission of a crime. No more striking injustice 
of this can be found than is presented by the fact that to-day 
there are permanent criminal records against more than 
4,000 children of the District; and these records the com- 
mittee hopes Congress may expunge so as to emancipate 



these children from the disabilities under which they are 
now resting. 

The indictment against the present law contains the 
same counts as the indictment against criminal children's 
courts wherever found; and if the real function of the 
juvenile court of the District of Columbia is to be worked 
out, if it is to become an institution contributing its share 
to the salvation of the children of the District, it must rest 
upon a law, the thought and spirit of which is fundamentally 
different from existing legislation. The re-created court 
must abandon the traditions of the criminal law and criminal 
court and must conform to the humane lines embodied in 
the newer juvenile court legislation. 

THE ACTS PREPARED BY THE COMMITTEE. 

4. The proposed amendment to the existing legislation is 
drawn upon a theory diametrically opposed to the present 
law. It rests upon the broad principle that henceforth the 
child who finds his way into court is not to be regarded as a 
criminal, but rathei as the ward of the Nation, whose indi- 
vidual welfare coincides with the well-being of the state 
and who is to be saved to it, rather than prosecuted by it. 
The new court will become, therefore, an explicit acknowl- 
edgment of the obligation of the Nation to throw around 
the child of the District its aid and protection, so as to 
direct it into the paths that lead to good citizenship. 

Obvious regard for this principle calls for legislation en- 
tirely different from the existing law. It means that the 
letter and spirit of the law must make it clear that from the 
moment the law lays its hand upon the child, it is to protect 
and not to punish, to help and not to stigmatize, and the 
machinery of the court will be correspondingly modified to 
achieve this purpose. This is the beneficent and hmnane 
thought underlying the juvenile court legislation of the past 



15 years, beginning with the passage of the first of these 
later acts by the Illinois legislature in 1899 and found in the 
statutes of more than two-thirds of the States of the Union. 
There is nothing essentially new in the thought behind this 
legislation, as will be seen from the citation of authorities 
made part of this report. The principles " that are the brick 
and mortar of the court are neither new, startling, nor experi- 
mental; on the contrary, they are old; they stretch far into 
the past and are found in many of the early chancery de- 
cisions." The primary question — frhe one that we always 
find in the thousands of cases coming before the juvenile 
courts — involves the right of the court to control the custody 
of the child; to take it from its parents or guardian upon 
the broad ground that the welfare of the child and the good 
of the state require that this be done. The whole structure 
rests upon this proposition. Courts of last resort in this 
country, when called upon to construe laws creating juvenile 
courts, have uniformly upheld the right; they have rested 
the decisions upon the broad principle that the court is 
exercising a power used from the earliest times by the 
English chancellors. 

As far as it is possible to do so, the spirit and intent of 
this legislation is written into the text of the proposed act : 

This act shall be construed liberally and as reme- 
dial in character; and the powers hereby conferred are 
intended to be general to effect the beneficial pur- 
poses herein set forth. It is the intention of this 
act that in all proceedings coming under its provi- 
sions the court shall proceed upon the theory that 
the child is the ward of the court, and is subject to 
the discipline and entitled to the protection which 
the court should give such child under the conditions 
disclosed in the case; and such discipline and protec- 
tion may, in the discretion of the court, continue 
until the child shall attain the age of 21 years, during 
which period the court may from time to time make 
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such orders as the welfare of the child may requu^, 
(Sec. 5.) 

The act embraces children as follows: 

This^act shall apply to any child less than 18 years 
of age residing in or being actually within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia : 

(a) Who violates any penal law, or any regulation 
or ordinance of the District of Columbia, or who 
commits any act or offense for which he could be 
prosecuted in a method partaking of the nature of 
a criminal action or proceeding; or 

(&) Who engages in any occupation, calling, or 
exhibition, or is found in any place for permitting 
which an adult may be punished by law, or who so 
deports hunself or is in such condition or surround- 
ings or under such improper or insufficient guardian- 
ship or control as to endanger the morals, health, 
or general welfare of such child ; or 

(c) Who comes within the provisions of any law, 
regulation, or ordinance for the education, care, and 
protection of children; or 

(d) Whose custody may be the subject of con- 
troversy ; provided that when the question of the cus- 
tody of a child is incidental to the determination of a 
cause pending in a court of general jurisdiction, 
such court shall not be deprived of jurisdiction to 
determine such question, but such court may decline 
to pass upon such question and certify the same to 
the juvenile court for hearing and determination. 
(Sec. 4.) 

It will be observed that the criminal terminology with 
reference to jurisdiction and offenses is cast aside, and that 
emphasis is made to reach behind the mere act with which 
a child may be charged and which is merely one of a number 
of factors concerned with his appearance in court. It will 
be noted further, that any court having before it a case 
involving the custody of a child may refer the question of 
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custody to the juvenile court for determination. The infor- 
mation and complaint of the criminal law give way to a peti- 
tion merely stating the facts that bring a child within the 
provisions of the act. A summons supersedes a warrant as 
the process for securing attendance of the child and its par- 
ents. Upon the return of the summons, the child is not 
arraigned, not put upon his oath, not asked to plead guilty or 
not guilty, not confronted with the witnesses against him, not 
tried in fact as under the criminal law for the commission of a 
particular act ; but, in lieu of all this, at the time set for the 
hearing the court proceeds to hear and determine the case 
by taking testimony and making inquiry into the habits, 
surroundings, conditions, and tendencies of the child to 
enable the court, not to enter a judgment of conviction 
against the child, but to render such order or judgment 
as shall best conserve the welfare of the child. In the 
exercise of its order, the court is given ample power to reach 
the conditions that may have brought the child into court 
and to correct them. The child may be allowed to remain 
in his own home, subject, if the court deems it wise, to the 
visitation of a probation officer; it may be placed directly 
on probation to one of the court^s officers; it may be placed 
in a suitable family home; it may be committed to the care 
of the Board of Children's Guardians, or to any other agency 
willing to receive it, or it may be committed to the Training 
School for Boys or Girls, or to any institution willing to 
receive it. Unlike the criminal law, it is not proposed here, 
once the judgment is entered, that the power of the court is 
exhausted. Under criminal statutes a conviction is speedily 
followed by a sentence, and with the punishment inflicted 
the responsibility of the court for the ^^ accused" is at an 
end. Not so here, however: 

* * * the duty being constant upon the court 
to give to all children subject to its jurisdiction such 
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oversight and control in the premises as will conduce 
to the welfare of said children and the best interests 
of the state, (Sec. 21 •) 

As we have pointed out heretofore, the judgment here is 
not punishment; it is not a sentence pronounced upon an 
accused person. It is the assumption by the state of the 
custody through a judicial guardianship, and the person or 
agency for the time being having the custody of the child 
stands in ^'loco parentis,^' and is merely exercising the pow- 
ers of a guardian. This being so, the legal right of the guar- 
dian, be it an individual or an agency, to the undisputed 
custody of the person of the ward must yield to the para- 
mount consideration of the child's obvious interests. This 
is merely stating a fundamental principle of the law of guar- 
dian and ward, supported by numerous authorities cited 
elsewhere in this report. Bearing this in mind, and as being 
in complete harmony with the law, the proposed act gives 
to the court the power for cause shown and where the man- 
ifest interests of the child demand it to change the guardian- 
ship : 

Any order or judgment, interlocutory or final, made 
by the court in the case of any such child shall be 
subject to such modification from time to time 
as the court may consider to be for the welfare of 
such child; and no commitment of any child to the 
Board of Children's Guardians, or to any institution 
or other custodial agency, shall deprive the court of 
thQ jurisdiction to change the form of the commit- 
ment, or transfer the custody of said child to some 
other institution or agency on such conditions as the 
court may see fit to impose. (Sec. 21.) 

The guardian is fully protected and is given every oppor- 
tunity to be heard : 

No order transferring the custody of a child shall 
be made except after a full hearing and upon not 
less than 10 days' wl'itten notice to the guardian. 



12 

institution, or agency to whose care such child has 
theretofore been committed, unless such guardian, 
institution, or agency consents thereto. An appeal 
may be taken from any order of the court trans- 
ferring the custody of a child from one guardian, 
institution, or agency to another guardian, institu- 
tion, or agency, by the guardian, institution, or 
agency aggrieved by such order, in the same manner 
as other appeals provided herein. The court shall 
have no power, however, to transfer the custody of any 
child embraced herein after such child may have been 
adopted as provided by law except at a subsequent 
hearing and upon a petition filed as herein provided 
in a new proceeding involving such child. (Sec. 21.) 

An exception is made in favor of the National Training 
School for Boys and the National Training School for Girls 
(sec. 21). This exception, however, in nowise affects the 
foregoing argimient. It need not be argued that an order of 
commitment to one of the National Training Schools will 
not be made unless the court is convinced that all other 
measures will fail in reaching the real trouble with the child, 
or they have been tried and have failed; and unless the 
court feels, further, that the child needs the discipline and 
education of the institution. Once this conclusion is reached, 
the institution should be permitted, without the court's inter- 
ference with its discipline to work out the cure of the child. 
There are furthermore, the added considerations in favor of 
the exception, that the institutions, unlike the homes in 
which children may be placed, may be readily inspected and 
may be held to certain definite standards. 

Consistent effort is made throughout the act not only to 
correct conditions, but to protect the child: 

(a) The court may inquire into the habits, sur- 
roundings, conditions, and tendencies of the child, to 
enable the court to render such order as will best 
conserve the welfare of the child. (Sec. 14.) 
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(6) The court has power to exclude the public from 
the room wherem the hearing is held, admitting 

' thereto only such persons as may have a direct interest 
in the case. While all records are open to the inspec- 
tion of the child, its parents, guardian or authorized 
representative at all times, they may be held from 
indiscriminate public inspection in the discretion of 

' the court. (Sec. 15.) 

(c) No adjudication upon the status of any child 
under the provisions of this act shall operate as a 
disqualification for jury duty, for office, or any other 
public service under the Government of the United 
States or the District of Columbia; and such child 
shall not be denominated a criminal by reason of any 

' such adjudication, nor shall such adjudication be 
denominated a conviction. (Sec. 16.) 

(d) Pending the first hearing, the child may be re- 
leased upon its own recognizance or promise, or the 
recognizance or promise of a parent or person having 
its custody. (Sec. 17.) 

(e) Children pending hearing shall be detained in 
the detention home to be established, equipped, and 
maintained under the direction of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, entirely apart from any place of confinement for 
adults. Suitable arrangements shall be made for the 
education of all children under detention. To that 
ond the judge of the juvenile court may arrange with 
the Board of Education of the District of Columbia 
for the necessary teachers. (Sec. 19.) 

(/) The parent or other person having the duty 

under the law to support the child may be compelled 

by order to pay the expense of caring for said child 

by any agency to which the child is conmaitted. 

. (Sec. 22.) 

(g) Whenever any child within the jurisdiction oif 

the court appears to be in need of medical care it shall 

be the duty of the paftrent or ctistodia'a to have such 
h:« Doc. 1601, aa~8 — s « - 
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child examined by a duly licensed and practicing 
physician. (Sec. 23.) 

(h) Whenever the conditions have so changed that 
a child may, with safety, be returned to the home from 
which it has been taken, the court may so order. 
(Sec. 24.) 

(i) In committing any child to any custodial agency 
or placing it under any guardianship other than that of 
its natural guardians, the court shall, so far as practica- 
ble, select as the custodial agency some individual hold- 
ing the same religious belief as the parents of the child, 
or some institution or association governed by persons 
of like religious faith, unless said institution is a public 
institution. (Sec. 25.) 

(/) Whenever a girl is in custody, she miist be in 
charge of a woman attendant. (Sec. 27.) 

(k) The court is authorized to seek the cooperation 
of every organization, public or private, having for its 
object the protection or aid of children. (Secv 29.) 

(Q Ample provision is made for appeals to be taken 
to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 
from any order of the court committing the child to 
an institution, or from any order changing the custody 
or guardianship of any child. (Sec. 30.) 

(m) The court has plenary power to try any parent, 
guardian, or other person responsible for the child's 
condition and appearance in court. (Sec. 31.) 

(n) The court may, in its discretion, in any case of 
a child brought before it, permit such child to be pro- 
ceeded against in accordance with the laws that may 
be in force in the District' of Columbia governing the 
commission of crimes. (Sec. 18.) 

6. Under the original act creating the Board of Children's 
Guardians (approved July 26, 1892), the members of the 
Board of Childreii's Guardians were appointed by the Judges 
of the ^policer court and the jii4f e holding the criminal court 
of the District of Columbia, These courts had jurisdiction 
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of ofifenses committed by children. Under the legislation 
proposed by the committee, the jurisdiction touching chil- 
dren possessed by the police court and the criminal court is 
taken over by the juvenile court. Bearing this in mind and 
for the purpose of working out a close basis of cooperation 
between the juvenile court and the Board of Children's 
Guardians, the committee proposes that the members of the 
Board of Children's Guardians shall be appointed by the 
Commissioners of the District, with the concurrence of the 
judge of the juvenile court. (Sec. 42.) 

6. The passage of the act in question will not add anything 
to the burden of the taxpayer. The act calls for no appro- 
priation. The appropriation set apart for the present court 
is to be used for the new court. * The tenure of the judge 
is changed from 6 years, as in the old act, to 10 years. In 
doing this the committee had in mind that lengthening the 
tenure would in the end mean better work on behalf of the 
child. 

THE PROPOSED ACT TO EMANCIPATE CHILDREN FROM 

CERTAIN DISABILITIES. 

7. No extended statement is necessary in favor of the pro- 
posed act submitted herewith to emancipate those children 
who have judgments of conviction of crime entered against 
them in the juvenile court. Exceeding 4,000 children, in 
consequence of these judgments, are disqualified from jury 
duty and from holding office, or entering the public service, 
under the laws of the United States in the District of Colum- 
bia. These convictions should not be permitted to stand 
as permanent criminal records against these chUdren. The 
Nation has nothing to lose and has everything to gain by 
purging these records so as to emancipate the chUdren, 
Who havie had to pass thrdugh th^ court, from *he stigma of 
a conviction for crime. • 
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8. The authorities which follow and are made a part of 
this report support in every particular the principles of law 
argued herein and embodied in the bill submitted herewith. 

9. In submitting this report the committee is not unmind- 
ful of the importance of the remainder of the task which 
the letter of appointment involves. In expressing its 
appreciation of the honor conferred upon it in being per- 
mitted to assist in this important matter, and in thanking 
you and your predecessor for the many courtesies extended 
to it, it also expresses the hope that the result of its work, 
which is herewith submitted, may speedily become a law, 
not only because of the importance of promptly remedy- 
ing the defects of the present law, but also because of 
the connection of this law with other parts of the work of 
the committee. 

AU of which is respectfully submitted. 

Bernahd Flexner, 

Chmrman. 
Wm. J. Kerby. 

Wm. H. Baldwin. 

Walter C. Clephane. 

Julia C. Lathrop. 

To the honorable Thomas W. Gregory, 

Attorney General of the United States, 

Washington, D. C. 



'r' 
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MEMORANDA QF AUTHORITIES. 

The following authorities sustain the argument made in 
ithe foregoing report: 

I. 

Proceedings instituted under Juvenile court acts and sim- 
ilar statutes are not criminal in their nature, and the commit- 
ment of an infant under such an act is not an imprisonment; 
It is merely an assumption of parental authority by the State 
for the proper training, education, and reformation of the 
child. The institution is regarded as a home and a school 
and not as a prison, the paramount object thereof being the 
good of the child. 

In Ex Parte Ah PeeUy bl Calif. 280, 281, the court said: 

The purpose in view is not punishment for ofifenses 
done, but reformation and training of the child to 
habits of industry, with a view to his future usefulness 
when he shall have been reclaimed to society, or shall 
have attained his majority. Having been abandoned 
by his parents, the state, as parens patriae^ has suc- 
ceeded to his control, and stands in loco parentis to 
him. The restraint imposed upon him by public 
authority is in its nature and purpose the same which, 
under other conditions, is habitually imposed by pa- 
rents, guardians of the persons and others exercising 
supervision and control over the conduct of those who 
are by reason of hifancy, limacy, or otherwise, in- 
capable of properly controlling themselves. 

See also : 

Ex parte LideU, 93 Calif. 633. 
Ex parte NichoUsy 110 Calif. 651. 
Reynolds v. Hov)e, 51 Conn. 472. 
Pugh V. Bovxien, 54 Fla. 302. 

In Lindsay v. Lindsay, 257 111. 328, 333, the com't said : 

Our statute and those of a similar character treat 
children coming within their provisions as wards of the 
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State to be protected rather than as criminals to be 
punished, and their purpose is to save them from the 
possible effects of delinquency and neglect liable to 
result in their leading a criminal career. 

See also : In re Ferrier, 103 111. 367- 

People ex rel. Bradley v. Illinois State Re- 

forrmtory, 148 111. 413. 
Lee V. McCleUandj 157 Ind. 84. 
Jarrard v. State, 116 Ind. 98. 
Dinson v. Drosta, 39 Ind. App. 432. 

In Marlow v. CommonweaUh, 142 Ky. 106, 113, the court 
said : 

The act declares that the proceedings shall not be 
deemed criminal; if they were in fact such, the decla- 
ration to the contrary could not have the efifect of 
changing their nature; but such declaration at least 
shows the legislative intent. This intent is to protect 
rather than to punish the child. Suppose, in making 
provision for the custody of the unfortunate child, 
whether dependent or delinquent, instead of having 
the judgment operate directly upon the child, the act 
imposed upon the parent or guardian of such the duty, 
under heavy penalty, of giving it the proper care and 
custody, and if, in complying with the court's order, 
the parent would throw around his child such restric- 
tions as are imposed under the judgment of the juve- 
nile court act, could it be said that these acts of the 
parent or guardian, corrective and protective in 
their nature, were the imposition of a pimishment, and 
that the proceedings are criminal in their nature? 
Assuredly not. The object of the act is to give the 
court authority, acting for the best interests of the 
child, to place it in the care and custody of some one 
capable and willing to do for it that which its natural 
parents either are unable or unwilling to do. Such an 
act is in no wise a criminal proceeding; nor can any 
restraint imposed imder the act for such a purpose be 
regarded as a pimishment for a crime. 
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In State y. Ragan, 125 La. 121, 122, it was decided that, 
under the Louisiana juvenile court law of 1908, children are 
not prosecuted as criminals but are proceeded against as 
deUaquents for the sole purpose of reformation, even where 
the delinqency charge would, in an adult, amount to a crime 
punishable at hard labor. 

In Famham v. Pierce, 141 Mass. 203, 204, the coiurt said 
of the statute: 

It is a provision by the Commonwealth as parens 
patrixB for the custody and care of neglected children, 
and is intended only to supply to them the parental 
custody which they have lost. * * * jt does not 
punish the infant by confinement, nor deprive him of 
his liberty; it only recognizes and regulates, as in pro- 
viding for guardianship and apprenticeship, the pa- 
rental custody which is an incident of infancy. 

See ^o: Roth v. House cf Refuge y 31 Md. 329. 

In Robinson v. Wayne Circuit Judges, 151 Mich. 315, in 
passing on the question whether the proceedings author- 
ized by the juvenile court act of Detroit were criminal pro- 
ceedings such as entitled an accused delinquent child to a 
triial by a constitutional jxuy of twelve, the Supreme Court 
of Michigan held that in so far as the act provided for deter- 
mining the status of the child and for its commitment to a 
probation oflScer or a school for education and reformation, 
the proceeding was not a criminal one; but that the provision 
authorizing the court to place a delinquent child on trial and 
impose a fine rendered the provision criminal, and in pro- 
viding for a jury of six violated the constitutional require- 
ment for a jury of twelve in criminal prosecutions. 
See also: State v. Phillips, 73 Minn. 77. 

State V. Brown, 60 Minn. 353. , 

Scott V. i^Zou'ers, ,60 Neb.' 675.' 

In re Knovxick, 158 N. Y. 482. 
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' It was contended, In re Watson, 157 N. Car. 340, 356, that 
because only persons under the a.ge of 16 who had been '^con- 
victed of a criminal offense^' could be admitted to the train- 
ing school, and that the judicial officer was required to " sen- 
tence such person/' this language was conclusive evidence 
that the institution to which the act authorized a commit- 
inent was penal and the object punishment. It was said, 
however: "If these words stood alone, the contention of the 
petitioner could be sustained, but imprisonment as a punish- 
ment for crime is not necessarily inferred from their use, and 
when considered in connection with other parts of the statute, 
it is a reasonable construction that conviction is merely an 
evidence that the child needs the care and nurture of the 
State, and that the sentence is an order of detention/' 
See also: 

State ex rel ,Kol v. Children's Home Society y 10 N. 

Dak. 493. 
Pmcott V. Stofo, 19 Ohio St. 184. 

In House of Refuge v. Ryariy 37 Ohio St. 197, 203, it was 

said: 

The commitment is not designated as a punishment 

for crime, but to place destitute, neglected, and home- 
less children, and those who are in danger of growing 
up as idle and vicious members of society, under the 
guardianship of the public authorities, for their proper 
care, and to prevent crime and pauperism. As to 
such infants, it is a home and a school, not a prison* 

In State v. EiseUy 53 Ore. 297, the court held that the pur- 
poses of the juvenile court act of 1907 was not to provide a 
method of criminal prosecution, but the conunon welfare of 
neglected and delinquent children, as there defined. 

In CommonweaUfi v. Fishery 213 Pa. St. 48, 53, it was said: 

-'^ To save a child from becoming a criminal, or from 
t)ontinuing in a career of crime, to end in maturer years 
in public punishment and disgrace, the legislature 
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surely sniy provide for the salvation of such a child, 
if its parents or guardians be unable or unwilling to 
do so, by bringing it into one of the courts of the state, 
without any process at all for the purpose of subject- 
ing it to the state's guardianship and protection. The 
natural parent needs no process to temporarily deprive 
its child of its liberty by confining it in his own home, 
to save it and to shield it from the consequences of 
• persistence in a career of way wardness nor is the state, 
when compelled, as parens patriaey to take the place of 
the father for the same purpose, required to adopt 
any process as a means of placing its hands upon the 
child to: lead it into one of its courts. When the child 
gets there and the court, with the power to save it, deter- 
mines 6n its salvation, and not its punishment, it is 
immaterial how it got there. The act simply provides 
how children who ought to be saved may reach the 
court to be saved. If experience should show that 
there ought to be other ways for it to get there, the 
legislature can and undoubtedly will, adopt them, and 
they will never be regarded as undue processes for 
depriving a child of its liberty or property as a penalty 
for crime committed. 

See also: State v. Kilvington, 100 Tenn. 227. 

In Mill V, BrowUy 31 Utah, 473, 481, it was said: 

Such laws are most salutary, and are in no sense 
criminal and not intended as a punishment, but are 
calculated to save the child from becoming criminal. 
The whole and only object of such laws is to provide 
the child with an environment such as wiU save him 
to the state and society as a useful and law-abiding 
citizen, and to give him the educational require- 
ments necessary to attain that end. To effect this 
purpose some restraint is essential. Such or similar 
restraint is, however, nedessary in:' any institution of 
learning, however humble. Everywhere we are all 
met with restraint. Civilized society can not exist 
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without it, and no school can continue without 
discipline, and it is this discipline which is denomi- 
nated "restraint'' in schools such as are provided for 
juvenile offenders. 

See also: In re Mason, 3 Wash. 609^ 

Wisconsin Industrial School v. Clark County, 103 
Wis. 651. 

In the leading case of Milwaukee Industrial School v. Mil- 
waukee County, 40 Wis. 328, 337, the court said: 

And in the first place, we can not understand 
that the detention of the child at one of these 
schools should be considered as imprisonment, any- 
more than its detention in the poorhouse, any more 
than the detention of any child at any boarding 
school, standing, for the time in loco parentis to the 
child. Parental authority implies restraint, not im- 
prisonment. And every school must necessarily ex- 
ercise some measure of parental power of restraint 
over children committed to it. And when the state, 
as parens patriae, is compelled, by the misfortune of a 
child, to assume for it parental duty, and to chaise 
itself with its nurture, it is compelled also to assume 
parental authority over it. This authority must 
necessarily be delegated to those to whom the state 
delegates the nurture and education of the child. 
The state does not, indeed we might say could not, 
intrude this assumption of authority between parent 
and child standing in no need of it. It assupies only 
upon the destitution and necessity of the child, aris- 
ing from want or default of parents. And in exer- 
cising a wholesome parental restraint over the child, 
it can be properly said to imprison the child no more 
than the tenderest parent exercising like power of 
restraint over children. 

See also: Ei Parte Januszewski, 196 Fed. 123. i . 
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In U. S. ex rel. Schomhach v- Behrendsohriy 197, Fed. 953, 
954, it was said of the Louisiana Juvenile court act of 1908: 

It is necessary that proceedings be against the 
* children; for otherwise, if the child be abandoned by 
its parents, or have none, how could it be reached or 
benefited. * * * The proceedings are not crim- 
inal, but even criminal proceedings are brought against 
children of tender years, though the punishment be 
modified because of their tender age. 

II. 

Juvenile Court acts as such, and other similar statutes 
providing for the commitment of dependent, neglected^ or 
delinquent ehlldren to the custody of Institutions, have been 
sustained by the courts as against various constitutional 

objections. 

(a) AS A DEPRIVATION OF LIBERTY WITHOUT DUE PROCESS OF LAW. 

Ruhv. GeddeSy 23 App. D. C. 31: A statute providing for 
the commitnient of young girls to a reform school which does 
not require the child committed to be brought before the 
oommitting oflScer or extend to her the privilege of a hear- 
ing, (Joes not deprive her of liberty without due Rrocess of 
law, not being in the nature of a prosecution for crime. 

State ex rel Kol v. A^. Dakota Children's Home Society , 
10 N. D. 493: A statute providipg for the commitment of 
ill-treated or neglected children to a society organized for the 
purpose of caring for such children, which provided for a 
judicial investigation of the condition of such children, after 
notice, does not operate as a denial of due process of law, 

Reynolds v. Howe, 51 Conn. 472: A statute providing that 
justices of the peace may commit to the State reform school 
any boy under 16 who is in danger of being brought up to 
lead an idle or vicious life, does not deprive such minor of his 
liberty without due process of law. 
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.Ex parte Ah Peen, 51 Cal. 280: Proceedings resulting in 
the commitment of a minor child to an industrial school do 
not deprive such child of his Uberty without due process of 
ktw, such proceedings not amounting to a criminal prose- 
cution. 

Petition oj Ferriery 103 111. 367; also McLean County v. 
Humphreys, 104 111. 378: An act authorizing the county 
court, on petition and notice to parents, to commit depend- 
ent, mendicant, vagrant girls, subject to bad influences, to 
an industrial school, does not violate the constitutional bill 
of rights respecting personal Uberty. 

Wilkison v. Children's Guardixms, 158 Ind., 1: A statute 
authorizing the commitment of children under 15 to a board 
of children's guardians is not unconstitutional because it 
invests the court with the power to deny the right of liberty 
of a child under 15 without notice to such child, where it 
provides for a hearing upon notice to the -parents or persons 
having custody or control of the child. 

In re John Sharp, 15 Idaho, 120 (1908) : An act conferring 
jurisdiction upon the probate court to assume charge, care, 
and custody of a minor for the purpose of protecting, edu- 
cating, and training him, does not deprive him of his liberty 
without due process of law. 

(b) AS INTERFERING WIIH RIGHTS OF THE PARENT. 

State ex rel Cave v. Tincher, 166 S. W. (Mo. 1914) 1028: 
An act conferring jurisdiction on probate courts, upon peti- 
tion, suminons, and notice to parents or guardians to pro- 
vide for the care and control of all offenders under 17, is not 
unconstitutional as special legislation, or as a denial of due 
process of law, in that it interferes with the parental right 
of control of children. 

(Act held ^invalid because it attempted to include within 
its scope strictly criminal offenses, without requiring the 
constitutional procedure in prosecutions for such offenses.) 
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EgqffY. Board of Children' s Guardians, 170 Ind. 238: The 
act of 1901 providing that upon petition to the Circuit Court 
and notice to the parents or those in custody of children, 
the custody of such children shall, for due cause shown, be 
taken from such parents or persons having such custody 
and vested in the board of children's guardians, is constitu- 
tional as a proper exercise of the police power. 

(c) AS A VIOLATION OF THE RIGHT TO TRIAL BY JURY. 

Commonwealth v. Fisher , 213 Pa. St. 48: An act defining 
the powers of courts of quarter sessions with reference to 
the care and control of dependent and delinquent children, 
and providing the means whereby such power may be exer- 
cised, is not unconstitutional because it deprives juveniles 
charged with crime of their constitutional right of trial by 
jury. • 

Lindsay v. Lindsay , 257 111. 328: The Illinois juvenile act 
of 1899, authorizing a trial by jury of six on the demand of 
any person interested, or by order of the judge on his own 
motion, is not unconstitutional on the ground that it deprives 
the child of his liberty without such a trial by jury as is 
guaranteed by the constitution. 

Pugh V. Bowden, 54 Fla. 302 : The act of 1905, authorizing 
circuit, criminal, or county courts to commit incorrigible 
and vicious minors between the ages of 10 and 18 to the 
State Reform School is constitutional in so far as it author- 
izes circuit and county judges to commit such minors with-? 
out a jury trial (citing Commonioealth v. Fisher, 213 Pa. St. 
48) ; but in so far as it authorizes a judge of the criminal 
court to so commit such minors is unconstitutional. . 

In re Watson, 157 N. C. 340: The act establishing tlie 
Stonewall Jackson Training School is not unconstitutional in 
that it authorizes the commitment of minors taeuck sch661 
without a trial by jury. v. 
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Robison v. Wayne Circuit Judges, 151 Mich. 315: In 
passing on the question whether the proceedings authorized 
by the juvenile court act of Detroit were criminal proceed- 
ings such as entitled an accused delinquent child to a trial 
by a constitutional jury of tw^elve, the Supreme Court of 
Michigan held that in so far as the act provided for deter- 
mining the status of the child and for its commitment to a 
probation officer or a school for education and reformation, 
the. proceeding was not a criminal one; but that the pro- 
vision authorizing the court to place a delinquent child on 
trial and impose a fine rendered the . jxroyision criminal, and 
in providing for a jury of six violated the constitutional 
-requirement for a jury of twelve in criminal prosecutions. 

(d) AS CREATING A NEW COURT. 

Lindsay v. Lindsay , 257 111. 328: The juvenile court act 
gives concurrent jurisdiction to circuit and county courts over 
cases arising under the act, and, while providing that the 
court exercising such jurisdiction may be called the juvenile 
court, does not create a new court but delegates powers to • 
constitutional courts already existing. 

Marlow v. Commonwealthj 142 Ky. 106 Co*: An act con- 
ferring on the county courts jiu^isdiction over dependent and 
delinquent children similar to that formerly exercised by 
magistrates and police justices, and providing that each 
of such comets shall keep a juvenile docket and hold juvenile 
sessions, is not invalid as creating a new court not authorized 
by the constitution. 

Mill V. Brovm, 31 Utah 473: Under the constitution of 
Utah, which vests the judicial power in a supreme court, dis- 
trict coiu'ts, justices of the peace, and in such other courts 
inferior to the supreme court as may be established by law, 
the juvenile court ^ct creating a new .court and co|if erring 
upon it power formerly exercised by the district courts is 
not unconstitutional. 
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In re Gassawayy 70 Kas. 695: A statute which confers 
power on probate coiu'ts to commit to the industrial school 
incorrigible girls under 16 is not unconstitutional as being 
inconsistent with the duties imposed upon said courts by the 
Constitution. 

People V. Biuid, 140 Pac. (Cal. App. 1914) 714: The Gali- 
fornia juvenile court act of 1911, conferring on the superior 
court jiu^isdiction over the crime of contributing to the de- 
linquency of minors, does not create a new coiu't. 

County Commissioner v. Savage, 63 Fla. 337: The act of 
1911, conferring juriidiction upon the county coiu't for the 
correction, care, custody, protection, and maintenance of 
children in proper cases, is not invalid as creating a judicial 
tribunal unknown to the constitution or as conferring author- 
ity in violation of the constitution, which gives said coiu't 
jurisdiction over the "estates and interests'' of Qiinors. 

See also DeKay v. Oliver, 143 N. W. (Iowa 1913) 608. 

(e) AS CLASS LEGISLATION. 

Moore v. Williams, 19 Cal. App. 600: A juvenile court law 
which makes all dependent or delinquent persons under 21 
subject to its provisions, whereas the age of majority for 
males is 21 and for females 18, is not unconstitutional as 
special legislation, the classification beiiig within the power 
of the legislature, and not an arbitrary one. 

Commonwealth v. Fisher, 213 Pa, St. 48: An act defining 
the powers of the courts of quarter sessions with reference 
to the care and control of dependent and delinquent children 
and providing the means whereby such power may be exer- 
cised is not unconstitutional because it contains more than 
one subject, nor does it create a new court, or deprive 
juveniles charged with crime of their constitutional right of 
trial by jury, nor is it class legislation. 

Rohison v. Wayne Circuit Judges, 151 Mich. 815: The 
juvenile court act of Detroit is not class legislation in an 
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objectionable sense because it excepts from its operation 
children already inmates of reform institutions or industrial 
schools. • 

In the matter of Harry Benson (U. S. District Court, MSS; 
opinion, Utah, 1906) : The legislature may limit the jurisdic7 
tion of juvenile courts to cities of a certain size without 
violating any provision of the constitution. Classification 
of minors by themselves, and matters relating to them 
and distinguishing the laws in regard to them, violates no 
constitutional provision. 

(f) AS SPECUL OR LOCAL ^WS. 

State ex rel Cave v. Tincher, 166 S. W. (Mo. 1914) 1028: 

An act conferring jurisdiction on probate courts in counties 

of less than 50,000, upon petition, summons, and notice to 
parents or guardians, to provide for the care and control of 

all offenders under 17, is not unconstitutional as special 

legislation. 

Ex Parte LovinQy 178 Mo. 194: An act, regulating the 

treatment and control of neglected and delinquent children 

in counties of 150,000 population and over, was held not 

unconstitutional as a special or local law, siijice conditions 

which prevail in thickly settled districts reasonably justify 

such a classification. 

> 

In re Sing 13 Cal. App. 736: The California juvenile law 
is not a special or local law as affecting either the pimish- 
ment of offenses or court practice, but is a general law 
applying to the superior court of every county. It confers 
jurisdiction in express terms on comets to which the consti- 
tution gives general jurisdiction. 

» 

(g) AS LACKING DEFINrrENESS* 

People ex reL Bradley v. Illinois State Reformatoryy 148 IB. 
413: A judgment under a statute authorizing the coimmtr- 
meiit of minor criminals to the State reformatory for a 
period indefinite in extent, but not in excess of the maxi- 
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mum time fixed by law, to be discharged upon recommendar 
tion of the board of managers, is not void for uncertainty. 

Travis v. State, 31 Ohio Ciic. Ct. Rep. 492: The Ohio 
juvenile court act, authorizing the judges of all the courts 
of original jurisdiction to designate one of their number to 
have jurisdiction over delinquent, neglected, and dependent 
minors, is not void for indefiniteness, or contrary to that 
provision of the bill of rights whereby an accused is entitled 
to have the matter charged against him stated with such 
definiteness that he may be advised as to what he must 
meet. 

(h) AS CONFERRING EXECUTIVE POWERS ON JUDICIAL OFFICERS. 

Nicholl V. KosteVj 157 Cal. 416: A juvenile court law in 
providing for the appointment of probation officers by the 
judge of the superior court is not void as conferring upon him 
executive powers in violation of a constitutional provision 
that " no person charged with the exercise of powers properly 
belonging to one of these departments shall exercise any 
functions appertaining to either of the others." 

(i) AS INTERFERING WITH THE RIGHT OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENt* 

Robinson v. Wayne Circuit Judges. 151 Michigan, 315: 
An act creating a juvenile court limited in its jurisdiction to 
children in the city of Detroit is not unconstitutional in that 
it imposes certain expenses of maintaining the court upoA 
the county of Wayne in which Detroit is situated, since the 
care of delinquent children is an exercise of the pohce pqwer 
and not the private concern of any one municipaUty. 

Nicholl V. Kostery 157 Cal. 416: Under the constitution of 
California, which excepts "municipal affairs" from legisla-^ 
tive power over municipalities, it was held that a juvenile 
court law making the salaries of probation officers payable 
out of the county treasury was not unconstitutional, the act 
being an exercise of the police power and relating to a matter 

H. Doc. 1661, 63-3 3 
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of state policy rather than to municipal aflfairs within the 
meaning of the constitution. 

(j) AS CREATING INVOLUNTARY SERVITUDE. 

Kennedy v. Meara, 127 Ga. 68: A statute authorizing the 
managers of a home for the friendless to bind to service, 
under proper restrictions, children committed to their 
custody according to law, does not violate the provisions of 
the statutes of the Federal and State Constitutions which 
prohibit slavery and involuntary servitude save as a punish- 
ment for crime after legal conviction thereof. 

See also, In re Watson, 157 N. C. 340. 

(k) AS IMPOSING UNEQUAL PENALTIES. 

People ex rel Bradley v. IlL State Reformatory y 148 111. 413: 
The commitment of infants to a reformatory with a maxi- 
mum sentence for crime, subject to be reduced on recom- 
mendations of the board of managers, while an adult con- 
victed of the same crime has a statutory right to have the 
term of his imprisonment fixed by a jury, does not violate a 
constitutional provision that " all penalties shall be propor- 
tioned to the nature of the offense.'' 

State ex rel Schulman v. Phillips, 73 Minn. 77: A statute 
providing for commitment of minor criminals under 16 to 
the guardianship of the managers of a State training school, 
to be detamed during minority or until they shaU be dis- 
charged by said managers, is not unconstitutional as provid- 
ing for cruel and unusual punishment, or for a greater degree 
of punishment for children under 16 than for older children. 

Ex parte Liddell, 93 Calif, 633 : An act providing for the de- 
tention and education of juvenile offenders is not open to the 
objection that it provides unjust or unequal penalties, although 
the term of detention at the reform school maybe made greater 
by the judgment of the court than the term of the imprison- 
ment in jail or in the penitentiary for the same offense. 
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(I) AS CONTRAVENING THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISION THAT EVERT 
ACT SHALL EMBRACE BUT ONE SUBJECT TO BE EXPRESSED IN THE 
TITLE. 

In re Powell, 6 Okla. Crim. Rep. 495: An act entitled ^^An 
act to define dependent, neglected, and delinquent children 
and to regulate the treatment, control, and custody thereof 
by the county courts," which also creates a juvenile court 

and a probation officer not mentioned in the title, does not 
violate a constitutional provision that ^^ every act of the 
legislature shall embrace but one subject which shall be 
clearly expressed in its title." 

Rohison y. Wayne Circuit Judges, 151 Mich. 315: An act 
providing for the treatment and trial of minor children and 
also for the punishment of offenses against children generally 
is not open to the constitutional objection that it involves 
two distinct objects. 

In re Maginnis, 162 Cal. 200; also Moore v. WilliamSj 19 
Cal. App. 600: An act which confers jurisdiction on the 
superior court over dependent and delinquent children, 
defines procedure, and provides for their commitment to 
certain institutions, authorizes appointment and defines 
duties of probation officers, and transfers to said court juris- 
diction over criminal offenses by minors of certain ages does 
not violate a constitutional provision that ^' every act shall 
embrace but one subject, which subject shall be expressed 
in the title." 

Commonwealth v. Fisher, 213 Pa. St. 48: An act defining 
the powers of the courts of quarter sessions with reference 
to the care and control of dependent and delinquent chil- 
dren and providing the means whereby such power may 
be exercised is not unconstitutional because it contains 
more than one subject. 
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(m) AS DENYING THE RIGHT OP APPEAL. 

In re Sharpy 15 Idaho 120: The provision of the Idaho 
constitution that the legislature shaU provide a proper system 
of appeals does not confer an unqualified right of appeal 
from an order of the probate court sitting as a juvenile 
court, but leaves it discretionary with the legislature to 
confer or withhold an appeal. 

Marlow v. Commonwealth, 142 Ky. 106: The Kentucky 
juvenile court act is not invalid in that it does not provide 
for an appeal from orders of the court, the right of appeal 
not being guaranteed by the constitution of Kentucky, 
but wisely left to legislative discretion. 

III. 

A law authorizing tlie judge of the Juvenile court, upon any 
hearing, to exclude from the courtroom all except those 
who are directly interested in the case does not violate the 
constitutional guaranty of a public trial. Even in trials 
for criminal offenses a court may, in its discretion, exclude 
disinterested spectators. 

Reagan v. United States, 202 Fed. 488, 490: 

In this case, heard on writ of error by the United States 

Court of Appeals, the error principally relied upon was that 

the lower court, at the beginning of the trial, directed that 

the spectators should leave the courtroom. The court said: 

The constitutional provision for a public trial 
should be construed in a reasonable sense, and in view 
of the object thereby intended to be subserved. The 
mere denial of the literal right should not be held 
ground for reversing a judgment, unless it can be 
perceived that the defendant has been deprived of 
some benefit or advantage thereby. * * * The 
trial was not, by the order of the court, rendered a 
secret trial. In a sense it was still a public trial. In 
addition to the court and jury, there were present in 
the courtroom the officers of the court, the witnesses 
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for the government and for the defendant, and the 
counsel for the respective parties, and no members 
of the bar were excluded. These constituted a suffi- 
cient number of the public to see that the plaintiff 
in error was fairly dealt with and not unjustly con- 
demned. 

State V. Nyhus, 19 N. Dakota, 326: 

The Supreme Court of North Dakota here held that an 
order excluding all persons from the court room, except jur- 
ors, officers of the court, litigants, attorneys, witnesjses, and 
any other persons whom the parties requested to remain, 
does not deprive the defendant of a public trial within the 
statutory and constitutional provisions giving persons ac- 
cused of crime the right to a speedy and public trial. Of 
thto^e provisions the court said : 

They were enacted to make it forever impossible 
for the public prosecutors or courts to continue the 
evils of secret trials as they formerly existed. * * * 
These provisions are held to be subject to a reasonable 
construction, and circumstances may arise where cer- 
tain portions of the public may be excluded without 
impairing the defendant's rights under the^ provi- 
sions. For instance, it is conceded by text-writers 
and courts generally that persons of immature years 
may be excluded from the courtroom during the trial, 
where the evidence relates to scandalous, indecent, or 
inamoral matters. Furthermore, the courtroom may 
be cleared to prevent interference with or obstruction 
of the due administration of justice. 

in Robertson v. State, 64 Fla., 437, it was said : 

The third assignment of error challenges the action 
of the court below in ordering the doors of the court- 
house to be closed and the general public to be ex- 
cluded during the trial, excepting the court officers, 
the jury, witnesses, attorneys representing the par- 
ties, and all persons directly interested in the case. 
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' In the case of People v. Swafford, 65 Cal. 223, 3 Pac. 
Rep. 809, it was held that the word public, as used in 
the constitution guaranteeing to all persons accused 
of crime a public trial, is there used in opposition to 
secret, and that the constitutional requirements is 
fairly observed, if without partiality or favorites, a 
reasonable portion of the public is suffered to attend, 
notwithstanding that those persons whose presence 
would be of no service to the accused, and who would 
only be drawn thither by a prurient curiosity are ex- 
eluded altogether. Cooley's Const. Lim. (6th Ed.) 
p. 379. In Abbott's Trial Brief (Crim. Causes) Sec. 
157, the rule is tersely, and as we think, correctly 
stated, as follows : " The exclusion by the court of all 
persons other than those interested in the case, where, 
from the character of the charge and nature of the 
evidence, public morality would be injuriously af- 
fected, does not violate the constitutional right to a 
public trial.'' People v. Hall, 51 N. Y. App. Div. 57, 
64 N. Y. Supp. 433; Grimmett v. State, 22 Tex. App. 36, 
2 S. W. Rep. 631. 

The Supreme Court of New York, appellate division, said 
in People v. Hall, 64 N. Y. Supp. 433, 435, in which specta- 
tors having no direct interest in the proceedings were ex- 
cluded from the courtroom: 

That the protection of a public trial must be given 
to every defendant charged with crime is obvious. 
No court in this nation has ever held otherwise, so far 
as I am able to ascertain. That principle must be 
upheld unimpaired, but its retention does not entirely 
wrest from the trial judge the discretion to conduct 
the trial consonant with good morals, conmaon de- 
cency, and in an orderly manner. 

CaHer v. Staie, 54 Southern (Miss. 1911) 734: 
It was here held that the discretion vested in the court by 
section 26 of the Mississippi constitution, upon the trial of 
certain criminal cases, to clear the court room of all persons 
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except court officials, jurors, parties, witnesses, etc., is in the 
interest of public morals, and whether it is exercised or not is 
a matter with which the accused has no concern. 
To the same effect are : 

Benedict v. People, 23 Colo. 126. 
State V. Worthen, 124 Iowa, 408. 
Kugadt v. State, 38 Tex. Cr. R. 681. 
People V. Swafford, 65 Cal. 223. 
People V. Kerrigan, 73 Cal. 222. 
Stone V. People, 2 111. 326. 
State V. Brooks, 92 Mo. 542. 
Grimmett v. Staie^ 22 Tex. App. 36. 
State V. Callahan, 100 Min. 63. 
lAde V. Stale, 133 Ala. 63. 

IV. 

A court of chancery has original inherent Jurisdiction as the 
representative of the State in its capacity of parens patrisB 
to assume control and Jurisdiction oyer the persons and 
property of all minors. This power is heid to be but an 
exercise of the police power and the public welfare demands 
that the State through some appropriate agent should 
assume such control. 

Wellesly v. WelUsly, 2 Bligh, N. R. 142. 

In this decision of the House of Lords, Lord Redesdale 

said : 

We find that now, for 150 years the Court of Chan- 
cery has assumed an authority with respect to the 
care of infants; * * * ^ow upon what does 
Lord Somers, upon what does Lord Nottingham, 
upon what does Lord Hardwicke, upon what ground 
does every chancellor who has been sitting on the 
bench, in the court of chancery, since that time place 
the jurisdiction? They all say that it is a right 
which devolved to the Crown as parens patrce and 
that it is the duty of the Crown to see that the 
child is properly taken care of. * * * I think 
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there can be no doubt, therefore, that the law of this 
country has reserved to the King the prerogative for 
the protection of infants, to be executed in such a 
manner as the court requires him to execute all his 
prerogatives. 

See also: DeMannville v. deMannvillej 10 Vesey, 52. 

In Woodruff v. Conley, 50 Ala. 304, the court said : 

Any matter affecting a child may become a subject 
of chancery jurisdiction, and it is immaterial whether 
it is brought to the attention of the court by bill, 
petition, or application for the writ of habeas corpus. 

Petition of Ferrier, 103 111. 367: 

This case arose under an act which provided for the com- 
mitment of delinquent girls to industrial schools. On the 
fi^bject of jurisdiction, the court said: 

The power conferred under the act in question upon 
the county court is but of the same diaracter of the 
jurisdiction exercised by the <30urt of chanceiy over 
the persons and property *of infants, having founda- 
tion in the prerogative of the crown, flowing from its 
general power and duty as parens pati^ae to protect 
those who have no other lawful protector. 

See also: State y.Grishy, 38 Ark. 406. 

Witter V. Cook County , 256 111. 616: 

Courts of Chancery have always appointed guardi- 
ans ad litem for minors who are parties to suits and 
controlled them by compelling performance of their 
duties. The probation officer (of the juvenile court) 
is practically a guardian ad litem for each child brought 
into court and has enlarged duties under the statute. 

See also: Board of Children's Guardians v. Shutter, 139 Ind. 

268. 
Cullin V. Williams y 156 Ky. 57. 
Home of the Friendless v. Berry ^ 79 Mo. App. 566. 
Hesselman v. Haas^ 71 N. J. Eq. 689. 
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In re Knowack, 158 N. Y. 482. 

Matter of Donahue^ 52 Howard's Practice (N. ¥•) 

251. 
North Pacific Board v. Ah Won, 18 Oreg. 339. 

In respect to the power of the legislature to confer juris- 
diction over delinquent and dependent children, the court 
in Wisconsin Industrial School v. Clark Countyj 103 Wis. 
651, held: 

The power and duty of the state to care for the 
estates and persons of infants so far as necessary 
for their protection and education have been generally 
recognized. It is in cases of this sort, of the same 
character of jurisdiction over them that is exercised 
by courts of chancery which is an exercise of the pre- 
rogatives of the sovereign springing from its power 
and duty as parens patriae to guard the interests of 
dependents, and protect and control them. 

See also: State v. Kilvington, 100 Tenn. 227. 

In re Stittgm, 110 Wis. 625. 
It was h^re held that a court of chancery, by virtue of its 
general jurisdiction over infants, has the sailie authority 
and control over infants actually resident in the State as 
over those domiciled there. 

V. 

Commitments under Jiiyenile proteetlye legislation are not 
final commitments up to the majority of the child, but the 
eourt retains pow^r to regulate and control the custody of 
tbe child, and, if th« reasons for its commitment cease, 
may release the child or turn it over to its natural guard- 
ians, or otherwise dispose of it. 

It is a well-settled rule of courts of chancery, or of courts 
exercising chancery jurisdiction in this respect, to interfere 
whenever necessary to appoint a new guardian either for 
the custody of the child or for its estate. In Pomeroy'8 
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Equity Jurisprudencey third edition, section 1307, the author 

says : 

In addition to its power to appoint guardians, the 

court of equity will also exercise its jurisdiction, in a 

proper case, and to promote the highest welfare of 

the infant, where there is already a guardian, natural 

or legal, by controlling the person of the infant and 

by removing it personally from the custody of its 

natural or legal guardian, even from the custody of 

its own parents. 

Schouler in his ^^ Domestic Relations'' (edition of 1905) 
says, section 302: 

In the appointment and removal of guardians, in 
providing suitable maintenance, in awarding custody 
of the person and in superintending the management 
and disposition of estates, the chancery court wields 
large powers for the benefit of the young and helpless. 

In Bowles v. DicksoUy 32 Ark. 92, it was held — 

That the court below, sitting in chancery, had 
jurisdiction to take the minors from the custody of 
the appellant, their statute guardian, and deliver them 
into the care and custody of appellee, their father 
and natural guardian, we think there can be no well 
founded doubt. 

In Lord v. Hough, 37 Calif. 657, the court said, page 664: 

The power of the court of chancery to direct, 
restrain and control all guardians in the performance 
of their duties, whether they be appointed by the 
conamon law or by statute, and even to remove them 
and put others in their places, if they misbehave or 
purpose doing so, is settled beyond controversy. 
Guardians are but the lieutenants of the chancellor — 
they exercise but a trust and are at all times subject 
to the inquisition of the chancellor and amenable to 
his orders. 
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In Thomas v. WilliamSy 9 Fla. 289, it was said : 

If a person, appointed guardian pursuant to our 
statute, abuses the trust by doing anything preju- 
dicial either to the person of the infant or his estate, 
the Court of Chancery may either remove him and 
appoint another guardian or else impose such terms 
on him by obliging him to give security, etc., as will 
effectually hinder him from doing anything preju- 
dicial to the infant. 

In re Stockman^ 71 Mich. 180, it was said, page 191: 

Courts have a general superintending power over all 
infants and the primary guardianship of the parent 
over his child lasts no longer than he is found to be 
competent, and discharges his duty which natxu'e has 
laid upon him, properly; and when he fails to do this, 
the proper court may interfere and charge another 
with the discharge of this duty. The good of society 
and the welfare of the State require this, and can 
never require less. Primarily the court is the guard- 
ian of all orphan children and will give the proper 
directions as to their care and support until such time 
as a guardian shall be appointed; and it is then its 
duty to see lo it that the duties of the trust are prop- 
erly discharged. 

In the matter of Stittgen, 110 Wis., 625, it was held that 
neither the adjudication of another court as to the custody 
of a child nor the prior adjudication of the same court in 
which the question is now raised can be conclusive as against 
the broad power of a court of equity to regulate the guardian- 
ship and custody of minors. 

In King v. King, 73 Mo, App. 78, the court held that, 

The chancery court may remove a guardian when- 
ever he abuses his trust or the interests of the vxird 
require it. 
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To the same efifect are: 

Lee V. Lee, 55 Ala. 590. 

People V, Wilcox, 22 Barb. 178. 

Board of Children^ s Guardians v. Shutter, 139 Ind. 

268. 
Hamerickv. People, 126 111. App. 491. 
People V. Buck, 149 111. App. 283. 
In re Ford, 137 S. W. (Mo. 1911) 32. 
Page v. Hodgdon, 63 N. W. 52. 
In re Brovm, 141 N. Y. Supp. 193. 
Lake v. McDavitt, 81 Tenn. 26, p. 30. 

There are numerous cases in which the court has exercised 
this jurisdiction vjheie the only question involved was the 
t5ontrol of the child's religious training. 

IhL the matter of W., 2 Ch. Div. 1907, 557, decided by the 
English High Court of Chancery, is one of the best illustra- 
tions of this application of the rule. The father of two infant 
children who was a Jew and their mother a Christian, having 
feoth died, the court of chancery directed that the two chil- 
dren, a boy and a girl, be brought up as Jews in their father's 
faith. They were accordingly sent to Jewish schools and 
placed in a boarding house kept by a Jew. Wheii the boy 
reached the age of 13 he wrote a letter to his guardian, 
stating that he did not wish to be brought up a Jew, and 
the guardian presented this letter to the court, who directed 
an inquiry to be made. After concluding that the desire 
of the boy was not a mere whim but the result of careful 
reflection, the court modifie^d its previous order and directed 
that not only the boy, but also the girl, who was several 
years younger than her brother, be educated as a Christian, 
holding that thdr welfare would be best promoted by being 
brought up in the same religion. Upon appeal this judgment 
was affirmed as to the boy but was reversed as to the girl, 
the Master of the Rolls concluding that it was not essential 
that the two children should be brought up in the same faith. 
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and that there did not appe^^r to be any necessity for a 
change so far as the girl was concerned . The court also said : 

In the case of any order dealing with a ward of 
cornet in regard to the religion in which such ward is to 
be brought up, the words ^^ until further order ^^ muMy 
from the nature of the case, be deemed to be inserted, 
because the court can never contemplaie Tnaking an order 
in the case of infants of teruier years which is to bind 
them until they are 21 . 

In ^\^ matter of McConnon, 112 N. Y. Supp. 590, the 
surrogate of New York County revoked letters of guardian- 
ship previously issued and appointed a new guardian of the 
person on the ground that the guardian removed was a 
Protestant, while the ward was born of Catholic parents, 
and expressed a preference for a Catholic guardian, stating 
that the welfare of infants is best promoted by bringing them 
up in the faith of their fathers. 

The principle whereby the court of chancery retains 
control over a child during its minority is regularly observed 
in the cases where children are committed to charitable 
institutions and organizations under statutes authorizing this 
procedure. 

McFall V. Simmons, 12 South Dakota, 562, was a pro- 
ceeding to obtain the return to the petitioner of his two 
children who had been committed to the South Dakota 
Children's Home Society by an order of the county court 
entered in August, 1898. It was said, page 567: 

We may assume that the judgment or order of 
August 1898 was the proper judgment to be entered 
upon the conditions surrounding the said children 
at the time the said order was made. But we are of 
the opinion that upon a new and changed state of 
conditions the county coxu't has jurisdiction to pro- 
ceed and hear the petition setting up the facts relat- 
mg to such changed conditions on then- merits. The 
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county court does not lose jxu'isdiction to appoint a 
guardian or discharge him by reason of the making 
of one order or judgment. It may make a new order, 
and appoint, remove or discharge a guardian when- 
ever the circumstances of the case require such action 
on the part of the court. 

In State ex rel Kol v. North Dakota Children^ s Home Society ^ 
10 North Dakota, 493, it was said, page 501 : 

The acts of societies which receive children under 
this statute are expressly subject to the control of 
the county court committing such children to their 
custody; and such acts may be approved or disap- 
proved by such court, and for sufficient cause the 
court may revoke its order committing such children 
to the temporary guardianship of the society. 

Famham v. Pierce, 141 Mass. 203, was a petition for a 
writ of habeas corpus to obtain custody of the relator's 
minor child who had previously been committed to the 
charge of the overseers of the poor under the statute au- 
thorizing such commitments. It was said, page 205-206: 

It is argued that the statute authorizes the conmiit- 
ment of the child to custody until his majority, and 
only gives the board to which he is committed discre- 
tionary authority to discharge him; and that it thus 
wholly deprives the parent of the right to the cus- 
tody. * * * ^^Q think that the conamitment is 
evidence of the condition of the child, as in need of 
restraint on account of the neglect of the parent at the 
time of the commitment; but that it is not binding 
upon the father as an adjudication upon his rights, 
and that he has a right to show that the cause stated 
for the conamitment does not now exist, that he is 
competent and fit to have the care of his child, and 
that the welfare of the child will permit of her removal 
from her present custody. 
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In the matter of Kelleyj petitioner, 152 Mass. 432, it was 
said, page 435 : 

The statute (authorizing the commitment of neg- 
lected children to the State Board of Lunacy and 
Charity) recognizes the fact that the object of the 
commitment is such that it may be accomplished be- 
fore the time of the commitment has expired, and it 
authorizes the discharge of the child when the reason 
for the custody no longer exists. It is improbable 
that the statute should intend that by the adjudication 
the parent should forfeit all right to the child during 
the tune mentioned in the commitment. A parent 
who has neglected his child may become competent, 
and may desire to furnish a better home and parental 
care and influence to his child than can be furnished 
by the custodian, and the good of the child may re- 
quire that it should be restored to its parent. 

In the matter of Knovxick, 158 N. Y. 482, the petitioner 
sought to recover the custody of his four minor children who 
had previously \>een committed to the care of the Children's 
Aid Society of Rochester on the ground of the intemperance 
and neglect of their parents in accordance with certain pro- 
visions of the penal code of the State of New York. The 
court pointed out that the jurisdiction exercised in such cases 
was similar to that exercised by the English Court of Chan- 
cery, and said, page 488: 

If the court of chancery can interfere and take the 
child from the custody of its parents, it can also inter- 
vene and restore it to their care in the exercise of the 
same discretionary power. 

In State v. Marmouget, 111 La. 226, in answer to an objec- 
tion that conamitment of an infant to a reform school for a 
fixed time was unwarranted, it was said, page 235 : 

The period of time mentioned did not conclude 
her. It was subject to change by reason of altering 
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conditions. The commitment must hold good; the 
period for the detention being left open to be met by 
futxu'e contingencies. 

VI . 

Courts try to uphold juvenile court laws and similar enact- 
ments, all reasonable doubts being determined In favor of 
the validity of the statute. 

In ex parte Loving^ 178 Mo., 194, the Supreme Court of 
Missouri said of the juvenile court act of 1903 : 

We confess at the outset that the wise and benefi- 
cent purposes sought to be accomplished by this act» 
the prevention of crime, and the upbuilding of a good 
and useful citizenship tends at least to the creation 
of a desire to uphold it * * * This is a new 
law, going out into a comparatively new field of legis- 
lation and it cannot and must not be expected that it 
would be complete in all the minor details for its 
enforcement, but these imperfections can not be made 
the basis of attack on its constitutionality, * * * 
We have reached the conclusion that the act before us 
is a valid exercise of the legislative power; under the 
constitution of this state. While this conclusion is 
reached, the question as to the constitutionality of 
this act is not without doubt; but following the well 
settled doctrine upon this subject all reasonable 
doubts must be resolved in favor of the validity of 
the act. This we have done in this case. 

In Milwaukee Industrial School v. Milwaukee County^ 40 
Wis, 328, the court considered acts authorizing the poor 
authorities to place indigent children in families, orphan 
asylums and other appropriate institutions, and authorizing 
the incorporation of industrial schools. It was said that 
while there might be constitutional difficulties or defects in 
general or special provisions in statutes of this character, the 
court recognized not only their hmnanity, but their pro- 
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priety as reforms strictly within a proper legislative func- 
tion, and stated its desire to uphold the statutes in question. 
In McLean County v. Humphreys^ 104 111. 378, the court 
said: 

It is the unquestioned right and imperative duty of 
every enlightened goven4ent, m ite character of 
parens patriae to protect and provide for the comfort 
and well-being of such of its citizens as, by reason of 
mfancy, defective understanding, or other misfortune 
or infirmity, are imable to take care themselves. The 
performance of this duty is justly regarded as one of 
the most important of governmental functions, and 
all constitutional limitations must be so understood 
and construed as not to interfere with its proper and 
legitimate exercise. 

To the same effect are. 

In re Watson, 157 N. Car. 340. 
Board of Commissioners v. Savage, 63 Fla. 337. 
State V. Children^ 8 Home Society, 10 N. Dak. 493. 
Mills V. Brown, 31 Utah, 473. 

H. Doc. 1661, 63-8 1 



AN ACT 

To amend an act entitled ^^An Act to create a juvenile 
court in and for the District of Columbia/' and for 
other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Bepresenta- 
tives of the United States of America in Congress assem- 
bled, That an Act entitled '^ An Act to create a juvenile 
court in and for the District of Columbia/' approved 
March nineteen, nineteen hundred and six, is hereby 
amended so as to read as follows : 

Sec. 1. There is hereby created and established in 
and for the District of Columbia a court to be known as 
the '^ Juvenile Court of the District of Columbia.'' 

Sec. 2. Said court shall be a court of record and the 
judge thereof shall be appointed by the President of the 
United States, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, for a term of ten years, or until his successor is 
appointed and confirmed. No person shall be appointed to 
the office of judge of the said court who is not a duly 

(47) 
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licensed and practicing attorney at law. Said judge shall, 
before entering upon the duties of his office, take the oath 
prescribed forjudges of courts of the United States. 

Sec. 3. In cases of sickness, absence, disability, or 
death of the judge of the juvenile court, the Attorney 
General of the United States may designate any justice or 
judge of any other court of original jurisdiction in said 
District to discharge the duties of said judge of the juvenile 
court until such disability be removed or vacancy filled. 

Sbo. 4. This Act shall apply to any child less than 
eighteen years of age residing in or being actually within- 
the District of Columbia : 

(a) Who violates any penal law, or any regulation or 

ordinance of the District of Columbia, or who commits any 

a€t or oflPense for which he could be prosecuted in a method 

partaking of the nature of a criminal action or proceeding ; 



or 



(6) Who engages in any occupation, calling, or exhibi- 
tion, or is found in any place for permitting which an 
adult may be punished by law, or who so deports himself 
or is in such condition or surroundings or under such 
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improper or insufficient guardianship or control as to 
endanger the morals, health, or general welfare of such 
child; or 

(c) Who comes within the provisions of any law, regu- 
lation, or ordinance for the education, care, and protection 
of children ; or 

(d) Whose custody may be the subject of controversy ; 
provided that when the question of the custody of a child 
is incidental to the determination of a cause pending in a 
court of general jurisdiction, such court shall not be 
deprived of jurisdiction to determine such question, but 
such court may decline to pass upon such question and 
certify the same to the juvenile court for hearing and 
determination. 

Sec. 5. Except as herein otherwise provided, the 
Juvenile Court of the District of Columbia shall have 
original and exclusive jurisdiction of all cases coming 
within the terms and provisions of this Act. This Act 
shall be construed liberally and as remedial in character ; 
and the powers hereby conferred are intended to be general 
to effect the beneficial purposes herein set forth. It is the 
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intention of this x^ct that in all proceedings coming under 

its provisions the court shall proceed upon the theory 

that the child is the ward of the court, and is subject to 

the discipline and entitled to the protection which the 

court should give such child under the conditions disclosed 

in the case ; and such discipline and protection may, in 

the discretion of the court, continue until the child shall 

attain the age of twenty-one years, during which period 

the court may from time to time make such orders as the 

welfare of the child may require. 

Sec. 6. The said <30urt shall have power to appoint a 

clerk and such other officers as may be necessary. The 

clerk shall give bond, subject to the statutes and regulations 

governing bonds of clerks of United States district courts, 
and both the clerk and deputy clerks shall take the oath 
of office prescribed by law for clerks of said district courts. 
Said clerk and deputy clerks shall have power to admin- 
ister oaths and affirmations, and shall perform such duties 
and keep such records as may be prescribed by the judge 
of said court. 

Seo. 7. The judge of the juvenile court shall appoint 
a chief probation officer, and such other probation officers 
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as may be necessary, to serve under the direction of the 
court in all cases arising under this Act, All appointments 
of probation officers and superintendent of the Detention 
Home School shall be made on the basis of merit only, 
determined by a public competitive examination held by 
three members of the advisory board hereinafter provided 
for. The examiners shall conduct the examinations of 
all applicants according to such rules and regulations a^ 
they may provide and shall certify to the court for 
appointment to each position the names of the three 
highest from which the appointment shall be made by 
the court, unless there are less than three applicants, 

Seo. 8. The judge of the juvenile court may designate 
a probation officer as commissioner in the first instance 
to hear and determine the disposition of any cases coming 
within the provisions of this Act and make report thereof, 
together with said commissioner's conclusions and rec- 
ommendations. If no exceptions be taken to said report 
and no review be asked thereof, such report and recom- 
mendations may be confirmed by an order of said court, 
and, if confirmed, shall become the judgment of said 
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court. A review by the court of the conclusions and reo- 
ommendations of said commissioner may be had by any 
child or the parent, guardian, or custodian of any child 
who may feel aggrieved at the report of said commissioner, 
by filing a request for review thereof at any time within 
three days after notice of the finding of said commissioner. 
Immediately upon the entry of said commissioner's find- 
ing, the clerk of the court shall notify the parent, guard- 
ian, or custodian of the child personally or by mail, 
giving the substance of said finding. Such parent, 
guardian, or custodian shall be deemed to have had actual 
notice of such finding twenty-four hours after said notice 
shall have been deposited in the mail by said clerk, 
addressed to such parent, guardian, or custodian at his 
last known place of residence. 

Sec. 9. Whenever a child is to be brought before the 
court under this Act it shall be the duty of the chief 
probation officer to make, or cause to be made, such inves^ 
tigation of the child as may be required by the court; 
to be present in court at the hearing and to furnish the 
court such information and assistance as the judge may 
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require; to take charge of the child before and after 
hearing as may be directed by the court. Probation 
officers shall have all the powers of police officers for all 
purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 10. Any person having knowledge or informa- 
tion that a child residing in or actually within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is within any of the provisions of the sub- 
sections of section four herein may file with said juvenile 
court a verified petition, stating the facts that bring such 
child within said provisions. The petition may be upon 
information and belief. The title of the proceeding 
shall be/* Juvenile Court, District of Columbia. In the 
matter of [inserting name] a child under eighteen years 
of age. * * The petition shall set forth the name and resi- 
dence of the child and of the parents, if known to the pe- 
titioner, and the name and residence of the person having 
\ the guardianship, custody, control, and supervision of 

such child, if the same be known or ascertained by the 

I 

petitioner, or the petition shall state that they are un- 
known, if that be the fact. 
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Seo. 11. Upon filing the petition, the court may 
forthwith, or after first causing an investigation to be 
made by a probation oflGicer or other person, cause a sum- 
mons to be issued, requiring the child to appear before 
the court, and the parents, or the guardian, or the person 
having the custody, control, or supervision of the child, 
or the person with whom the child may be, to appear with 
the child, at a place and time stated in the summons, to 
show cause why the child should not be dealt with accord- 
ing to the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 12. If it appears from the petition that the child 
is embraced within subdivision (a) of section four, or is in 
such condition that the welfare of the child requires that 
its custody be immediately assumed, the court may in- 
dorse, or cause to be indorsed, upon the summons a direc- 
tion that the officer serving the same shall at once take 
said child into his custody. 

Seo. 13. Service of summons within the District of 
Columbia shall be made personally, by delivering to and 
leaving with the person summoned a true copy thereof. 
If it shall be made to appear to the satisfaction of the. 
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court that reasonable but unsuccessful effort has been made 

to serve the summons personally upon the parties named 
therein, other than said child, the court, at any stage of 
the proceedings, may pass an order providing for substi- 
tute service, by delivering a copy of the summons or a 
supplemental summons to some person above the age of 
sixteen years residing on the premises where the said 
child may be found, or where he or she may live ; and if 
it shall appear to the satisfaction of the court that any of 
the parties, other than said child named in said sum- 
mons, are without the District of Columbia, service may 
be made by mail, by publication, or personally without 
the District of Columbia, in such manner and at such time 
before the hearing as may be directed in said order. It 
shall be sufficient to confer j urisdiction if service is effected 
at any time before the time fixed in the summons or sup- 
plemental summons for the return thereof, but the court, 
if requested, shall not proceed with the hearing earlier 
than the third day after the day of the service. Proof of 
service shall be made substantially as in other courts of 
record. Failure to serve summons upon any person, other 
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than said child, shall not impair the jurisdiction of the 

court to proceed in cases arising under subdivision (a) of 
section four, provided that, for good cause shown, the court 
make an order dispensing with such service. The sum- 
mons shall be considered a mandate of the court, and wil- 
ful failure to obey its requirements shall subject any per- 
son guilty thereof to liability for punishment as for a 
contempt. 

Seo. 14. Upon the return of the summons, or at the 
time set for the hearing, the court shall proceed to hear 
and determine the case. The court nmy conduct the 
examination of the witnesses, and may take testimony 
and inquire into the habits, surroundings, conditions, 
and tendencies of said child to enable the court to render 
such order or judgment as shall best conserve the welfare 
of said child and carry out the objects of this Act. 

Sec. 15. The court shall have power, upon the hearing 
of any case involving any child, to exclude the general 
public from the room wherein said hearing is held, admit- 
ting thereto only such persons as may have a direct inter- 
est in the case ; and the records of all cases may be withheld 
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from indisoriminate public inspection in the discretion of 
the court ; but such records shall be open to inspection of 
such child, his parents, guardians, or his authorized repre- 
sentatives at all times. The hearings may be conducted 
in the judge ^s chambers, and such cases shall not be heard 
in conjunction with the other business of the court- 

Sec. 16- No adjudication upon the status of anj^ child 
under the provisions of this Act shall operate as a disquali- 
fication for jury duty, for office, or for any other public 
service under the Government of the United States or the 
District of Columbia, and such child shall not be denomi- 
nated a criminal by reason of any such adjudication, nor 
shall such adjudication be denominated a conviction. 

Seo. 17. Until the first hearing of the case by the court, 
a probation officer, or any other official duly authorized 
so to do by the court, may release the child upon its own 
recognizance or promise, or upon the recognizance or 
promise of the parent or person having the custody, con- 
trol, or supervision of the child, to appear before the court 
at such time as may be therein fixed or when notified. 
Any child embraced in this Act shall have the right now 
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given by law to any person to give bond or other security 

for appearance at the hearing of its case. 

Sec. 18. In all cases the nature of the proceeding 
shall be explained to said child, and to the parents, cus- 
todian, or guardian ; and between the time such child is 
taken into custody, with or without warrant, and the 
appearance of said child before the juvenile court, if not 
released, he shall be detained subject to the order of the 
court. The court may, in its discretion, in any case of a 
child brought before it, as herein provided, permit such 
child to be proceeded against in accordance with the laws 
that may be in force in the District of Columbia governing 
the commission of crimes, and in such ca^e the petition, 
if any, filed under this Act shall be dismissed and the child 
shall by proper order be transferred to the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia, which court is hereby vested 
with jurisdiction to try and to enter judgment in any case 
thus transferred. 

Sbo. 19. A suitable place for the temporary detention 
of children coming within the provisions of this Act shall 
be established, equipped, and maintained under the 
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direction of the Attorney General of the United States 
entirely apart from any place of confinement of adults. 
Such place of detention shall be called ' ' The Detention 
Home Schoor^ and shall be conducted as an agency of 
the juvenile court for the purposes of this Act and, so far 
as possible, it shall be furnished and carried on as a family 
home and school and shall be in charge of a superintendent 
residing therein.- The judge of the juvenile court shall 
have authority to appoint said superintendent and other 
employees of said home school in the same manner in 
which probation officers are appointed under this Act. 
Suitable arrangements shall be made for the instruction 
of all children under such temporary detention, and to that 
end the judge of the juvenile court is authorized and em- 
powered to arrange with the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia for the necessary teachers for said 
children. In no case shall any child coming within the 
provisions of this Act be detained in or committed to a 
jail, common lock-up, or other place where such child 
can come into contact at any time or in any manner with 
adults convicted or under arrest. 
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Seo. 20. The court, after a hearing, may place the 
child in the care and control of a probation officer, and 
may allow such child to remain in its home, subject to tho 
visitation and control of the probation officer, to be 
returned to the court for further proceedings whenever 
such action may appear to the court to be necessary; or 
the court may authorize the child to be placed in a suitable 
family home, subject to the friendly supervision of the 
probation officer and the further order of the court ; or it 
may authorize the child to be boarded out in some suitable 
family home in such manner as may be provided by law, 
or arrange by voluntaiy contribution or otherwise, until 
suitable provision may be made for the child in a home 
without such payment ; or the court may coromit the child 
^ to the Board of Children's Guardians, or to any institu- 
tion, association, or corporation willing to receive it that 
may care for children within or without the District of 
Columbia ; and the court, if satisfied that the child is in 
need of the care or discipline or protection of the court, 
may so adjudicate. 
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Sec. 21. During the probationary period of any child 
and during the time that said child may be committed 
to any institution, or to the care of the Board of Chil- 
dren's Guardians, or to any other association or person 
for custodial or disciplinary purposes, said child shall, if 
it should appear to the court that the welfare of said child 
will be conserved thereby, be subject to the friendly 
visitation of the probation oflScer or other agent of the 
court; and any order or judgment, interlocutory or final, 
made by the court in the case of any such child shall be 
subject to such modification from time to time as the court 
may consider to be for the welfare of such child ; and no 
commitment of any child to the Board of Children's 
Guardians, or to any institution or other custodial agency^ 
shall deprive the court of the jurisdiction to change the 
form of the commitment or transfer the custody of said 
child to some other institution or agency on such condi- 
tions as the court may see fit to impose, the duty being 
constant upon the court to give to all children subject to 
its jurisdiction such oversight and control in the premises 
as will conduce to the welfare of said children and the 

H. Doc. 1661. 63-3 5 
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best interests of the State. No order transferring the 
custody of a child shall be made except after a full hearing 
and upon not less than ten days' written notice to the 
guardian, institution, or agency to whose care such child 
has theretofore been conunitted, unless such guardian, 
institution, or agency consents thereto. An appeal may 
be taken from any order of the court transferring the 
custody of a child from one guardian, institution, or agency 
to another guardian, institution, or agency, by the guard- 
ian, institution, or agency aggrieved by such order, in the 
same manner as other appeals provided herein. The 
court shall have no power, however, to transfer the cus- 
tody of any child embraced herein after such child may 
have been adopted as provided by law, except at a sub- 
sequent hearing and upon a petition filed as herein pro- 
vided in a new proceeding involving such child. The 
provisions of this section shall not apply to children com- 
mitted to the National Training School for Boys or the 
National Training School for Girls. 

Seo. 22. Whenever any child is found to be in such 
condition or surroundings, or under such improper or 
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insufficient guardianship, parental or otherwise, as to 
lead the court, in its discretion, to take the custody of 
said child from such guardianship and place it with the 
Board of Children's Guardians, or in some institution, or 
under some other custodial agency, the court may, upon 
petition of any person interested and after service of an 
order to show cause upon the parent or parents or other 
person having the duty under the law to support said child, 
and a hearing, adjudge that the expense of caring for 
said child by said Board of Children's Guardians, or other 
custodial agency, or institution, or of such part thereof as 
may be fixed by the court, shall be paid by the person or 
persons bound by law to support said child ; in which event, 
such person or persons shall be liable to pay to the Board of 
Children's Guardians, or other custodial agency or insti- 
tution, and in such manner as the court may direct, the 
money so adjudged to be payable by him or them; and 
wilful failure to pay said sum may be punished as a con- 
tempt of court. The order of the court for the payment of 
money may be enforced as money judgments in other 
courts of record are enforced. Any unlawful removal or 
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attempt to remove any child committed by the juvenile 

court to any institution or to the Board of Children's 

Guardians, or other agency, may likewise be punished as a 

contempt of court. In the enforcement of any order, the 

court shall have power to issue process for the arrest of 

any persons; to compel the attendance of witnesses; to 

punish contempts by a fine of not exceeding $200, or 

imprisonment not exceeding six months, or both fine and 

imprisonment, in the discretion of the court; and to 

enforce any of its judgments by such fine or imprisonment, 

or both ; to make such rules, regulations, and conditions 

in reference to the payment of such fines or the suspension 

of the commitment of any person as to the court may seem 

m 

right and proper. 

Sec. 23. Whenever a child within the jurisdiction of 
said court and under the provisions of this Act, either 
before or after hearing, appears to be in need of medical 
care, it shall be the duty of the parent, guardian, or cus- 
todian of said child to cause said child to be examined by 
a duly licensed and practicing physician and report thereof 
to be made to the court, and to the end that such child may 
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receive such medical examination and care as the welfare 

- - 

of said child may require the court may enter a suitable 

* 

order to cause said child to be treated in a hospital, and, 
upon the failure of the parent, guardian, or custodian of 
said child to have the medical examination of said child 
made, as hereinabove provided, the court by proper order 
may cause said child to be examined by a duly licensed 
and practicing physician. 

Sec. 24. Whenever it shall appear to the courts in the 
case of any child in need of more suitable guardianship 
which has been taken from its home or the custody of its 
parents, that conditions have so changed that it is con- 
sistent with the public good and the welfare of said child 
that the parents again have the custody of said child, the 
court, subject to the provisions of this Act, may make a 
suitable order in the premises. 

Sec. 25. In committing any child to any custodial 
agency or placing it under any guardianship other than 
that of its natural guardians, the court shall, so far as 
practicable, select as the custodial agency some indi visual 
holding the same religious belief as the parents of said 
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child, or some institution or association governed by 

persons of like religious faith, unless said institution is a 
public institution. 

Sec, 26, Whenever, in the course of a proceeding 
instituted under this Act, it shall appear to the court that 
the welfare of said child will be promoted by the appoint- 
ment of an individual as guardian of his person, when 
such child is not committed to an institution or to the 
custody of an incorporated society, the court shall have 
jurisdiction to make such appointment either upon the 
application of the child or some relative or friend, or upon 

the court's own motion; and, in that event, an order to 
show cause may be made by the court, to be served upon 
the parent or parents or custodian of said child in such 
manner and for such time prior to the hearing as the court 
may deem reasonable. In any case arising under this 
Act, the court may determine as between parents whether 
the father or mother shall have the custody, tuition, and 
direction of said child. 

Sec. 27. Whenever a girl is in custody under the pro- 
visions of this Act, she shall, so far as practicable, be in 
charge of a woman attendant. 



67 
Sec. 28. No person under eighteen years of age com- 

ing within the provisions of this Act shall hereafter be 
placed in any institution at the public charge unless his 
status shall have been first determined in accordance with 
this Act- 

Sec. 29. The court is authorized to seek the coopera- 
tion of all societies or organizations, public or private, 
having for their object the protection or aid of children, 
to the end that the court may be assisted in every reason- 
able way to give to all children the care, protection, and 
assistance which will conserve the welfare of such chil- 
dren. And it is hereby made the duty of every official 
of the District of Columbia or department thereof to ren- 
der such assistance and cooperation within his or its juris- 
dictional power to further the objects of this Act ; and all 
institutions, associations, or other custodial agencies in 
which any child may be, coming within the provisions of 
this Act, are hereby required to give such information to 
the court or any of said oflScers appointed by it as said 
court or officers may require for the purposes of this Act. 
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Sec. 30. An appeal may be taken to the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia from any order of the 
court committing any child to an institution, or from any 
order changing the custody or guardianship of any child, 
within the time and in the manner provided by law or 
rule of court for appeals in equity cases : Provided, That 
no such order shall be superseded except with the approval 
of the judge of the juvenile court, but the order of the 
court in such case shall stand until reversed or modified 
by the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia : 
Provided further, That the pendency of an appeal shall 
•not preclude or prevent the juvenile court, dming the 
pendency of such an appeal, at a subsequent hearing, for 
cause shown, from modifying any order theretofore made, 
although the efiect of any such modification may be to 
suspend the appeal. Such appeals from judgments 
which are not permitted to be superseded shall take 
precedence over all other business of the court. Appeals 
niay also be taken to the Court of Appeals of the District 
of Columbia from all judgments of conviction in other 
cases over which the juvenile court is given jurisdiction 
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under such rules and regulations as may be prescribed by 
the said court of appeals. 

Sec. 31. Whenever in the course of any proceeding 
instituted under this Act, it shall appear to the court 
that a parent, guardian, or person having the custody, 
control, or supervision of any child coming within the pro- 
visions of this Act, or any person not standing in the 
relation of parent or guardian or custodian to such child^ 
has knowingly or wilfully encouraged, aided, caused, 
abetted, or connived at, or has knowingly or wilfully 
done any act or acts to produce, promote, or contribute 
to the conditions that bring said child within the pro- 
visions of this Act, the court shall have plenary juris- 
diction in such matters, and shall cause such parent, 
guardian, or other person, as the case maybe, to be brought 
before it upon either a summons or a warrant for such 
order in the premises as the court may see fit to make. 
The court shall have full and plenary power to hear and 
determine said matter against such parent, guardian, or 
other person in the manner provided by law for the trial 
of crimes and misdemeanors and, upon conviction, such 
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parent, guardian, or other person shall be deemed guilty 
of misdemeanor and punished by a fine not exceeding 
$500 or imprisonment not exceeding twelve months, 
or both by fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of 
the court : Provided^ however ^ That for the purpose of 
enforcing its judgment the court may, in its discretion, 
suspend sentence and continue the proceeding against 
such parent, guardian, or other person from time to time 

» 

and release such parent, guardian, or other person on 

probation. The court may, further, in its discretion, as 

part of the judgment require such person to enter into a 

bond, with or without surety, in such sum as the court 

may direct to comply with the orders of the court. 

Sec. 32. The judge of the juvenile court may appoint 
a board of not less than six nor more than ten reputable 
inhabitants of the District of Columbia, of which number 
one-half shall be men and one-half women, who will 
serve without compensation or salary of any kind what- 
soever, to be called the Advisory Board of the Juvenile 
Court. The members of said board shall hold oflfice dur- 
ing the pleasure of the court. The duties of said board 
shall be as follows : 
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(a) To visit as often as twice a year all institutions, 

societies, or associations receiving children under this Act. 
Such visits shall be made by not less than two of the mem- 
bers of said board, who shall go together and make a re- 
port, and said board shall report to the juvenile court from 
time to time the condition of the children received by ot 
in charge of any persons, institutions, or associations, and 
shall make an annual report to the judge of the juvenile 
court. 

(&) To advise and cooperate with the judge of the juve^ 
nile court upon all matters affecting the workings of this 
Act, and to recommend to the court any and all needful 
measures for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this Act. 

(c) From time to time, and as often as may be neces- 
sary, to hold examinations for the selection of oflficials to 
be appointed under this Act, and in the performance of 
any duties said board may promulgate any rules and regu- 
lations not in conflict with this Act. 

Sec. 33. The jury for service in the court shall consist 
of twelve men, who shall have the legal qualifications 
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necessary for jurors in the Supreme Court of the District, 

and shall receive a like compensation for their services, and 
such jurors shall be drawn under and in pursuance of the 
laws concerning the drawing of jurors for service in said 
Supreme Court. The term of service of jurors shall be for 
three months, and, in any case on trial, at the expiration 
of such time, until a verdict shall have been rendered ar 
the jury discharged. The jury terms shall begin on the 
first Tuesdays in January, April, July and October of each 
year, and shall terminate, subject to the foregoing provi- 
sions, upon the Monday immediately preceding the begin- 
ning of the following term. When it shall happen that 
in a pending trial no verdict is found, nor the jury other- 
wise discharged before the next succeeding jury term, the 
court shall proceed with the trial by the same jury. 

At least ten days before the term of service of jurors 
shall begin, not less than twenty-six names shall be 
drawn and certified by the clerk of the supreme court of 
the District to the juvenile court for service during the 
then ensuing jury term. Deficiencies in any panel may 
be filled according to the law applicable to jurors in said 
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supreme court, and for this purpose the judge of the 
Juvenile court shall possess the powers of a justice of said 
supreme court. The United States marshal for said 
District, by himself or deputy, shall have charge of said 
jury under the direction of the juvenile court. 

Sec. 34. The judge of the juvenile court shall have: 
power to remove for cause any officer or employee of the 
court or of th6 Detention Home School. 

Sec. 35. The court shall have power to devise and use 
a seal, to devise and publish rules and regulate the pro- 
cedure for cases coming within the provisions of this Act, 
and for the conduct of all probation and other officers of 
the court, and such rules shall be enforced and construed 
beneficially for the' remedial purposes embraced herein. 
The court may devise and cause to be printed for public 
use fonns of process and other papers and reports con- 
nected with the cases coming within the provisions of 
this Act. 

Sec 36. The said court shall have power to issue all 
necessary orders and writs in aid of the jurisdiction hereby 
vested in.it. 
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Sec, 37. The United States marshal for the District of 
Columbia shall, whenever required, execute the orders 
and process of the juvenile court in the same manner as 
he executes those of the supreme court of the District, and • 
shall assign at least two of his deputies to said court to 
perform such other services as the judge of said court 
may require. 

Sec. 38. No fee shall be charged for any service ren- 
dered by the clerk or by any officers of the court. 

Sec. 39. The accounts of the clerk of the said court 
shall be rendered quarterly, and shall be transmitted to 
the Attorney General, examined under his direction, and 
referred to and settled by the Auditor for the State and 
Other Departments, as in the case of accounts of clerks of 
United States districts courts. 

The salaries of the judge, clerk, and other officers of the 
court specially provided for shall be paid by the disbursing 
clerk of the Department of Justice from funds advanced 
by the Secretary of the Treasury from an appropriation 
for that purpose. 
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The compensation of jurors, rental of quarters for the 
<50urt and its officers, and the incidental and miscellaneous 
-expenses thereof, together with the salaries and expenses 
incident to the maintenance of the Detention Home School 
«hall be paid from the same appropriations and in the same 
manner as the same or similar expenses for the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia are now paid, and the 
authorization of such expenses and the examination and 
settlement of the accounts therefor shall be controlled by . 
the statutes and regulations in force at the time regarding 
the same or similar expenses of the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia: Providedy however y That all ex- 
penses of the juvenile court and its officers and all expenses 
of the house of detention, herein referred to as the Deten- 
tion Home School, and the salaries of the officers thereof, 
for the fiscal year nineteen hundred and sixteen shall be 
paid by the United States marshal for the District of 
Columbia from the appropriations for those purposes made 
in the Act providing for -the expenses of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year nineteen hundred and sixteen, 
and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to 
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advance upon requisition of the Attorney General funds 

from such appropriations to the United States marshal for 

payments in accordance with this proviso. 

Sec. 40. Every final judgment of the juvenile court 
for the payment of money from the date when the same 
shall be rendered, and every recognizance taken from the 
time when it shall be declared forfeited, shall be a lien 
on all freehold and leasehold estates, legal and equitable, 
of the persons bound by such judgment or recognizance, 
in any lands, tenements, or hereditaments in the Dis- 
trict whether such estates be in possession or be rever- 
sions or remainders, vested or contingent, but such liens 
on equitable interests shall be enforced by bill in equity 
in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 41. All fines, penalties, costs, forfeitures, and 
other money judgments imposed or taxed by said court 
shall be paid to the clerk thereof to be covered into the 
Treasury, one-half to the credit of the United States and 
one-half to the credit of the District of Columbia, and the 
juvenile court may issue execution in default of payment 
thereof. 
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Sec. 42. Said juvenile court shall have origiiial and 
exclusive jurisdiction of all cases arising under the Act 
entitled '^ An Act to provide for the care of dependent 
children in the District of Columbia and to createi a 
Board of Children's Guardians/' approved July twenty*- 
sixth, eighteen hundred and ninety-two, and all Acts 
amendatory thereof. So much of section two of said Act 
aforesaid as provides for the appointment and removal of 
said board by the judges of the police court and the judge 
holding the criminal court of the District is hereby 
amended so that said section two, as amended, shall read 
as follows: ^iThat the members of the Board of Chil- 
dren's Guardians shall be appointed by the Oommi^ioners 
of the District of Columbia, with the concimrence of the 
judge of the juvenile court; provided that there shall 
always be at least three representatives of each sex upon 
the board. All appointments, except such as shall be 
made for the remainder of unexpired terms, shall be for 
the term of three years. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the judge of the juvenile court, or 
a majority of th^m, when met together for that purpose, 

H. Doc. 1661, 63-3 6 
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may remove for cause any member of the board, provided 

that such member shall be given an opportunity to be 
beard in his own defense. The members of said Board 
of Children's Guardia'ns in office at the time this Act 
becomes effective shall continue in office for the respective 
terms for which such persons shall have been appointed/' 
Said juvenile court shall have concurrent jurisdiction 
with the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia in all 
oases arising under the Act entitled^ ^* An Act making 
it a misdemeanor in the District of Columbia to abandon 
or wilfully neglect to provide for the support and main- 
tenance by any person of his wife or of his ^r her minor 
children in destitute and necessitous circumstances/' 
approved March twenty-third, nineteen hundred and six. 
The court may, in its discretion, order payments under 
this Act to be made through the metropolitan police of 
the District of Columbia, who shall make daily returns 
to the clerk of said court of all such receipts; and it shall 
he the duty of the clerk, within forty-eight hours after 
the receipt thereof, to disburse by check all moneys col- 
iected under said Act to the parties entitled; and said 
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juvenile court shall continue to have and exercise the 

jurisdiction conferred upon it by the Act entitled, '^ An 
Act to provide for the support and maintenance of bas-- 
tards in the District of Columbia, ' ^ approved June eight- 
eenth, nineteen hundred and twelve. Nothing in thi» 
Act shall be construed to modify, abridge, or repeal any 



portion of the Acts establishing the National Trainin 
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School for Boys and the National Training School for 
Girls, or any Act supplementing said Acts or amendatory 
thereof. 

Sec. 43. The judge and other oflficers holding office 
at the date of the passage of this Act shall continue 
in office until the terms for which they were appointed 
shall expire and until their successors are duly appointed 
and qualified. 

Sec. 44. This act shall take effect July first, nineteen 
hundred and fifteen, and all provisions of law inconsistent 
with or repugnant to this Act shall be considered inap- 
plicable to the cases arising under this Act. 



AN ACT 



Ta eajxancipate from <5ertaiii disabilities children who have 
judgments of conviction for crime of record against 
them in the Juvenile Court of the District of 
Columbia. 

Whereas, under the Act entitled'^ An Act to create a 
guvemk court in and for the District of Columbia/' 
approved March 19, 1906, upward of 4,000 children 
who have been before said juvenile court charged 
with the commission of crime have had judgments 
of conviction entered against them, and, in conse- 
quence thereof, a permanent criminal record stands 
against such children ; and 

Whereas, by reason of said judgments of conviction, said 
children are, under the law, disqualiJGled from per- 
forming jury duty and from holding office or entering 
the public service ; and 

Whereas, it is in the interest of all such children and pf 
the nation that such children shall be emancipated 
and relieved from so much of the judgments in said 
juvenile court of the District of Columbia as denom- 
inates a child a criminal by reason of any such judg- 
ment, or denominates such judgment a conviction, 

(81) 
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or operates to disqualify any child from performing 
jury duty or from holding any office in the public 
service under the Government of the United States 
or the District of Columbia: Therefore, 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Hoiise of Representor 
tives of the United States of America in Congress assem^ 
hledj That no judgment of conviction against any child 
of record in the juvenile court of the District of Columbia 
under an Act entitled * * An Act to create a juvenile court 
in and for the District of Colittnbia, ' ' approved March 
nineteenth, nineteen hundred and six, shall operate as a 
disqualification of any such child for jury duty, or for hold- 
ing office, or for any other public service under the Gov- 
erimient of the United States or the District of Columbia, 
and no child against whom a judgment of conviction may 
stand in said juvenile court of the District of Columbia 
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under said Act aforesaid shall be denominated a criminal 
by reason of any such judgment, nor shall such judgment 
be denominated a conviction. 

This Act shall take effect from and after its passage. 
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